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RURAL FUTURES 



wsisLjccm ocmrssicN cn vmL kesoukces 

SnCAIE OF l«W TORC 
(518) A55-'254A 

Th£! Cbnmlsslon on Rural Resources was ^t;iibUsV«r.l by Chipter 428 of * the Ljws of 1982 > and • 
began Its work February, 1983» , A bipartisan Conmission, its primary purpose is to prouote a 
state-level foais (ind avenue for ruoU affairs poli^ and prograrfl developnent in New York State. 

IliK Ccninlsston provides state Ifwnakers with a unique capability nod perspective f rora \«A\icli 
to anticipate and approach large-scale problems and opportunities in t\^. state's rural ai'eas. In 
atldltion, legislators live in ruxal New York are In the miriDrity and look, to the Ccnralssion 
for assistance in fulfilling their responsibilities to constituents, 

Ite Cantuission seeks to amplify the efforts of otliers \Jho are Interested in su^^h policy 
areas as agricultt^re; business, economic development, aixl einpiayraent; education; government and 
mariageiDent ; environment, land use, aixl natural resairces; transportation; housing, camunity 
facilities, and renewal; human relations and axTirun.lty life; and Health care. It seeks to 
support lawmkers' efforts to preserve and enhance the state's vital rural resources tlirougji 
positive, decisive action. , 

V 

In order to obtain a clearer picture of key problenfi aiti opportunities, the 'Conmission \ 
Invited people to informal discussions at a Statewide Rural Develo[jment Symposiucu, held October 
W, 1983. It was the first such effort of its kind in the state and nation, Wbrkshop 
participi'ints undertook Ix^nlepth e^ominatltris of key policy areas the Coamisslon believed were 
critical to the state's future rural development. / 



Symposivfn pirticlpcints focused 'their discussiocvs on ends, not means. In slx)rt, the 
objoctlvi^ wjis to identify. key trends, strenytiis, wt?aknesBes, pails, and opportunities for 
advancwnetit; tv.)t to present solutions. Once a cloxuer picture of these findings is drawti, the 
next step will be to identify and propose the required, mxl hopefully innovativt;, 
recoonftodatioas. This taslc will be the subject of a second, follow-up syiqxjsian. Another unique 
feature of tJie first syinf)oslum w^ls tl^ opportunity it provided participants to share tlieir 
thlrikinj^; with colleagues fran thrcxigliKxit tlte state o'^.r a tl\ree-day period of intensive dialogue. 

The Commission is happy to, announce -that the objective of tte Sytnposiun was accomplished. 
Prelltnlnciry reports, bailed on the fivtdings, are being issued as pl^anned, in coiinection with a 
Bjntics of ixiblic Ivarings it Is sponsoring across the state. The aim of these l«arlngs is to 
obtain piAbllc coamentary on the prclimliwiry reports. Folloi<dng these, a final syrrpofliun report 
will be prepared for sutmlsslon to the GovenK)r and the State Legislature. It will also serve as 
a resaurce report for the second statewide syrrposium on reconmendatlons, 

Tl« (iirrnisslon is canprlscd of five A^iserablytnai and five Senators with menobers appointed ty 
tlie lerider of each legislative braiKdh.^ Senator Q\arles D. Cook (R,-Itelaware, Sulllvani Greene^ 
Scliotiarte, Ulster Counties) serves as Chalrron. AssenblyToan William L. I^innarit (D.-Chaut&uqua^ • 
l«^Vlce awlrmaxi and Senator L. Paul Kehoe (R.-4Jayne, Qitarlo, Monroe) Is Secretary, Medbers 
alsf) Include: Senator Vttlllam T. atilth (R.-Stcuben, Chming> Scliuyler, Yatesp Senaca, Ontario); 
S^nvitofr Antlwny M. Masiello (D.-Erle); Senator Thowus J, Bartoslewicz (D.-Kliig?); AssaAlywamn 
Ltxrise M. Slau0\ter (D.-Monroe, Waytie); Asa«iiblyn»n Michael McNulty (D.-Albary, Rensselaer); 
Asstroblyman John G.A. O'Nell (R.-St. Lawrence); and Assemblyman Richard Goonbe (R,.-Sulllvani 
DpUware, Qniianjijo). 
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PREFAcI 

•» 

Tl\(» Legislative Commission on Rural Resoiirces publishes herein one of 

'.' " 

J 

nine pre|liminary reports from the First Statewide Legislative Symposium on 

* » ' 

Rural Development held October 5-7, 1983, Not only was this effort a "first" 

' t 

for Now York State, but for' the nation as well. 

The purpose of the Symposium, and the public hearings that will .follow, 
is to catalog the strengths^of rural New York, to define its problems, and to 
(establish goals for l:he next two decades. Neither the Symposium nor the 
hearings will deal with strategy -to develop our resources,^ address our ^ 
problems, or accomplish our goals. That will be tj)e thrust of a later 
Comrrtission effort. » • ^ . , 

For the moment, it is our purpose to ^foster as objei^tively and 
exhaustively as possible, an understanding of where we are .and where we want 
to go. 

The Symposium reports in each subject area encompass the oral and written 
Findings of the respective ^workshops, along with responses given at the 
Commlss^lon hearing where the reports were presented to State legislators for 
comment and discussion. Incorporated into this preliminary report is 
subsequent commtf>nt from gVoup participants on points they felt needed 
amplification. Also appended to the published product is basic resource 
matf^rlal Intended to clarify points made in the reports. 

I wish to personally congratulate the Symposium participants on the very 
Boutul ynd scholarly documents they h^ive produced. However, their work is only 
pnOlmlnary to the final product which will bo lSHU<*d by the Oommlsston once 

; . ' . 

lUv hearing prt/cess Ir complete » 



Thoae who read this report are urgently invUed to participate in the 
public hearings that will be held throughout rural New York, or to submit 
comments in writing to the Commission, Your support, disagreement or 
commentary on specific points contained in the Symposium report will have a 
Strong Influence on the final ri^port of bhe Commission, 

Please do your part In helping to define sound public policy for rural 



New York during the next two decades, r 

Senator Charles D. Cook 
Chairman 



Legislative Commission on Rural Resources 
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INTRODUCTIOH 

t 

Agriculture continues to be a dominant industry In New York State > one 
that exerts substantial multiplier effects on regional economies • New York 
agrl^ultur^l products make thelr^ way into^local^ state^ national^ and global 
inarkets. In addition, agriculture continues to be a major force that enhances 
the quality of llf« and landscape throughout New York State. 

The agriculture ^Industry produces a variety of food> forage> forest/ 
ornamental > and animal products, on nearly ten million acres of land. An 
Important goal for the state is to ensure^ the continued availability and 
productive potential of farmland. We have witnessed a dramatic decline in 
acres harvested in agriculture over the last thirty years > with onl)^^ a slight 
reversal of this trend during the 1970s. 

The economic viability of agriculture was the major concern of wor^ishop 

participants, who well recognize the high-risk, high-cost environment farmers 

I 

typically operate in. Wide recognition of the need for increased individual 

and collective marketing strategies and greater responsiveness to consumer 

demands is now evident as New York producers seek to compete with other states 

■ \ ^ 
and nations. Our agriculture Industry faces heightened pressure from other 

states to attract food processing and manufacturing firms. Participants 

attributed the recent loss of a number of these firms to other states to a 

comparatively poor climate for agribusiness, and voiced the need for a 

reversal of this trend. 

Another critical problem facing the agriculture industry is the gradual 

and Insidious decline of roads and bridges which are vital to the agriculture 

Industry, as well as other userst There is also Increased concern that the 

|,;towlng number of non-farm residents in rural areas will further dilute the 



Influence of the agriculture community In state and local decision making. 

.•I 

Members of the farm community have already noted the increasing incidence of^ 
nuisance complaints received from other users of the staters rural resources. 
An example Is the attribution of algae In some New York City reservoirs to 
river front farm pastures upstream. 

One major policy question Involves the means to develop a more Innovative 
marketing strategy for New York agricultural products, and to engage the 
participation of all components of New York's agricultural products Industry 
In the success of this venture. Another Is the question of some government 
bureaucratic procedures and regulatory measures people f^eel are- serious 
barriers to Innovation and progress In the agriculture Industry. These 
subjects Will be given considerable attention by lawmakers and others In the 
months andiig^ears ahead. 
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WHERE ROIAL WEV TOIK IS TODAY 



Trends 



• Growth of population In rural areas ,du]:lng the 19708; assumed to be / 
continuing in the 1980st 

} : % Increasing pressure from other states and nations competing in limited 

markets. 

• Decline of $139 million in total market value of New York agricultural^ 
products sold between f969 and 1978 (adjusted to 1980 dollars). Also, 
the average per-acre market value of agricultural products produced In 
New York declined from $2A9 to, $2A1 between 1969 and 1978. 

• Net farq^ income declined $78*5 million in the two years following its 
peak >)f $454,1 million in 1979. 

• Increasing pressure from other startes to attract firms in the food 
processing and manufacturing sectors. Over the last decade/ the number 
of food manufacturing firms in New York State declined^by one^-third and 
employment In these firms fell 22 percent* ^ 

• Gradual decline of secondary roads and bridges vital to the agriculture 
indu£ttry, . ' 

• Recent increase in number of people engaged in direct marketing. In 
1979 one-fifth of the farmers operating in "New York engaged in some 
form of direct marketing, this may represejnt a return to levels of 
direct marketing common in the earlier part of the century. ' 

• Increase in debt-to-asset ratio In agriculture industry from 16.3 to 
22.1 percent between 1973 and 1982. , ^ 

• The rate of decline in numbet of farms in New York slowed during the 
19708. However, there were about 990 f^wer farms in 1982 than in 1978. 

• Total farmland acreage increased by 496,200 acres between 1974 and 
1978. However, it declined by about 280,000 acres between 1978 an^ 
1982. (Data on trends in the amount of prime agricultural land In 
New York being lost to development are not available.) 

• Growing development pressure in the rural land market leading to 
Increases In agricultural land prices and higher property taxes. ^ , The 
average value of an acre of farmland rose from $326 In 1975 to $544 in 
1982. 

• The" moderate**size farm Is a declining segment of all farming: 

- Increase In the number of email (under 50 acres) farms in recent 
years. In 1978, 18.5 percent of all farms were under 50 acres. 

ERIC -3- ^ , 



This figure Increased to 2,2.1 percent In 1982. 

- The percentage of the staters farmland acreage owned by large 
farms (greater than 500 acres) la growing; It rose from 28.5 to 
30.2 between 197A and 1978. (Data are not yet available for 
s 1982.) 

• Increase In producer-owned processing facilities operated on a 
cooperative basis. 

% Declining number and increasing average size of dairy farms. However, 
total acreage in dalry^'farms declined slightly in the state between 
197A and 1-978 (1982 data are not yet available). 

• The dairy industry continues to be the largest sector of New York 
agriculture. Moreover, the market value of dairy products increased as 
a proportion of cash receipts from all New York agricultural products 
between 1979 and 1982. ^ 

» * 

• Natlonlal food consumption patterns have changed little overall in the 
last two decades, with some major exceptions. Consumption of ^ dairy 
products has declined as a percent of annual per capita consumption, 
while poultry consumption has increased. 

• Increase in the number of farms producing specialty items. 



Strengths and Aaacts 

• Land area and its diverse ownership^ relatively low land prices. 

• Soil capabilities; New York State's long history of soil and water 
conservation activities. 

• CliraaCe conducive to the production of a wide variety of crops and 
products. 

• i ' t 

• Abundance of surface and subsurface water resources; generally 
well-distributed rainfall. 

\ 

t Statewide diversity of agricultural prodjucts, including food, forage, 
forest , ornamental, animals. 

• Access to a variety of capital sources for most farmery. 

I ' 
;# Proximity to local, large regional, and world markets. 

• Interstate highway network, rail system, ports, and watefrways that link 
New York producers in agricultural regions to suppliers, processing 
facilities, and markets throughout the state and world. 

• Management skills and expertise of people Involved in agriculture. 

9 . 



• IiiformAtloni research, and developiient resources, especially SUNY 
College of Agriculture and Life Science at Cornell, the Agricultural 
and Technical C^.legea, and the Cooperisitive Eittenslon^Servlce. 

• Proximity of processing and ma^nufacturing f^acilities to most Nei^ York 
State fanners, although this tfdva^lfage may be lessening. 

• Large contribution of agriculture Jlndu8try*to New York Staters economy. 
While employment in agricultural production and aerviijies was 172, 5S9, 
total agriculture related employment amounted to 567,548 in 1978. The 
agriculture-related economic multiplier is m\ich higher than in most 
other industries. Also, the value added per employee in food 
mi^nufacturlng ranks higher than the average for all other New York 
manufacturing industries. ' • ' . 

m Long history of legislative support of agriculture^ 
Veakoessee or Problea Areas 



e.LacIc of innovative and progressive indlvijdual and collective marketing 
bf many commodities. Strong^ need for better ^communication and linkages, 
among producers , wholesalers , retailers, shippers, and other 
intermediaries' in order to ntrengthen New York State products in 
domestic and internatjLonal narkets. 

• New York State institutiona!: and individual consumption of local 
production represents* a large, under-^explolted potential market. 

/ ■ . ■ ■ . 

• Some firms in food processing and manufacturing have been leaving New 
York recently. However, it is not clear if this represents 'S net loss 
of production capacity*. Still, much of the food consumed in New. York 
is processed out«*of -state, e.g., koaher meat products processed 
elsewhere. 

• Opportunities and problems anticipated in future agricultural 
production, marketing, and laild use are not adequately dealt with by 
current state and local public policy. 

• Research and development efforts have not been targeted to areas of 
^critical need, such as improved marketing or improved efficiencies that 

. would lower costs of production (d.g*, the wine and grape 'industry) . 
Need for a comprehensive and coordinated agricultural research agenda 
in New York State. 

• Improvements in {iroduction and management practices are not proceeding 
as rapidly and effectively as needed in order for farmers to remain 
competitive (e.g., the herd average of milk production in New York 
State is 12;500 pounds annually, whllff it could be 17,000. Also, it 
takes the average dairy farmer 30 months to bring a heifer to 
production, whereas the industry goal is 24 months). 

• Foreign competition and competition from other states have 

io 
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successfully captured some of New York's markets, and provide a 
continuing challenge. " . , , * 

I 

High production/overhead costs in the agriculture^ industry .relative to 
other industries, states, and countries. Both capital purchases and 
operating expenses in New York are well above the national averages. 
Real estate taxes, for Instance, are among the highest in the nation. 
Also, New York farmers ave'ragjB the "fifth highest monthly electicity 
bin In the Tiationi, / ' ' * ^ 

• New York has a comparatively poor business climate, which is attributed 
to the high Income tax on agtibusiness' relative to other states. 
Certain aspects of environmental regulation also affect the climate for 
agribusiness, . - 

• " ■' 

• The average age of farm operators in New York Is 50, while the average 
age ofs^ll employed persons in the, state is 39, There is concern the 
young fatmer cannot get into the farm business; 

'\ ■ ■■ ■ • ■ . / . ■ ■ 

• Stx>rage facilities for certain pewlshrfble products (such as potatoes, 
appies, cabbage, onions, alnd radishes) are limited, and the marketing 
petflod for these commodities Is therefore shortened. 

I ... 

• Conflicts- with'^non-f arm coUnunity members exist concerning farm smells 
and sounds, use of chemicals, trespass, surface and subsurface water 

^ pollution, and use of f arm \equipment , * 

• Political recognition of an^ responsiveness to agricultural Interests 
has been ambivalent. However, the potential for future farmer-rural 
nonfarmer alliances to inf lufencfe decision making may bp growing aa the 
rutal shfir6 of the state's population increases, 

• X continuing preoccupation by^.the Federal government wlith several 
commodities grown primarily iti other regions of the United States has 
put New York at a disadvantage\with its own agricultur|al policies and , 
programs, \ " ' \ j 

•Although New York State as a whole produces a wide variety of 

* agricultural prpducts, many subs tat e areas, for example the Tug. Hill 
region, Idck agricultural diversity and therefore mayjbe at risk 
economically. j 

• Harvested acreage has increased recently. However, we may be 
witnessing the stateVide substitution of marglnaj. agricultural land for 

• prime, since moat of the state's prime agricultural land is in urban 
fringe areas undergoing development. 

• The existing secondary and rural road and bridge system is declining 
across the state and needs to be maintained and upgraded since a 
modern, efficient transportation network is essential to the 
achievement of a competitive edge in al^l markets. . , 

\ r 

• Although farmers and farm organizations have access to. many sources or 

• capital, they are not widely aware 6i st^^te and local sources of 

-6- \ 11 



l)veferentlal Interest monies thAt voulH aid basic agribusiness ' 
development. ^ 

• Pafillc misconceptions regarding agricultural practices and economics 
abound. ' ^ " 

' ' *' 

• There Is a continuing bias against ci^reer opportunities In agricultural 
production ittid marketing by school guidance! counselors and students. 



GOALS visL RUKAL NEW TQIK 

* * \ . ^' ' 

; , ; ■ \ ' • 

• Continue to maintain and enhance New, York 'a land base for production of 
agr:^cultural products. ^ * 

• Expand food processing, manufacturing! and storage facilities within 
the state. > ' ^ ' 

• Expand and/or diversify production in order to mei^t new marketing ^ 
oi^portunitiest t 

\ * 

• Develop foreign \and domestic markets for New York. products. Place 
greater emphasis'.on New York State consumptiibn of in-state production. 
Expand public and private promotion of New York Staters agricultural 
products. 

• Improve New York consumers^ understanding and support of a vital, 
efficient food and agricultural industry. « 

• Encourage innovative marketing and entrepreneurial activities in 
agriculture. 

• Encourage a contfiftuing dialogue among the segments of 'the food j , 
Industry; identify • common interests. 

• .ilstabllsh a comprehensive agenda for agriculture related research and 
development in New York to include marketing, as well as breeding, pest 
control, production techniques^ equipment, and storage. 

• Increase state influence on Federal food and agriculture policy. 

• Encourage the continuation of a long tradit\^on of family inarms. 

• Maximize utilization of the staters abandoned and marginal farmlands 
for such uses atf pasture, forage production, and tree crops. Research 
has shown that it may cost less to rehabilTtate certain lands than for 

. the farmer to purchase new land ready for production. 

• Increase student awareness of the New York State agriculture sector In 
. public school systems. 



PUBLIC <*OLICT QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED 



• How can public and private cooperation develop more effective marketing 
fitrateglee? In particular, to: 

- Poster .a continuing dialogue among components of the 
agricultural industry that is conducive to Innovative 
marketing and entreprenetirial activities. 

- Research new products and marketing opportunities (e.g., metric 
packaging, unsalted butter, new varieties of barley for 
"breweries, better adapted varieties of grapes for the New York 
wine Industry, specialty items) to improve the competitiveness 
of New York State products. 

- Expand promotion of New York State agricultural products and 
public awareness of New York agriculture. 

!» How can the loss of processing and manufacturing firms from New York 
Statf? to other states be reversed? 

• How do we 'insure the continued productllvlty of the land base? 

- Preservation of prime, unique, or important farmlands, 
especially In rapidly developing areas* 

- Provision of stronger Incpntives to keep land In farms where 
land Is highly suited to agriculture. 

Encourage nonagrlcultural development on lands not suitable for 
agriculture. 

• How do we encourage New York agricultural lands to be used for their 
highest value use? Is there a need for state-wide crop planning based 
nn soil capability, future markets, climate, regional diversity, and 
other relevant factors to help farmers make crop decisions? 

• Current tax and rt:gulatory structure: do they impose undue hardship on 
various agricultural industries? Are there ways to reduce real 
proporiy taxes on producers? To mihimlze bureaucratic "red tape" while 
continuing to serve the public Interest,? 

• How can conflict between agriculture and nonagrlcultural uses of rural 
land (e.g., nulsanc.e complaintB, use of chemicals, trespassing) be 

resolved or m; Itlgi^ted? 

• How can we fosttjr an ongoing dialogue among agriculture and food 
riroductfon Industries, and those sL'-^te agencies that have an impact on 
i:\um (otgi, IX^pcirtment of Envlroamental Conservation and State Board 
')i Kquall^aMon and AMSeasment)? 

f ArM ihcrt* utiant Id patnd , negative effects of commercial bank 
.h^rn^iulat Ion that should be addreased by public policy? 
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Can the prQfipect8 for beginning farmera, who face prohibitively high 
«Cart-up costs and heavy debt payments, be Improved? ' 

Where property development rights are removed from agricultural lands, 
how will landowners and l^orral taxpayers be fairly compensated? How 
will the local tax base be protected? 

Climate, soil, and marketing Influences are diverse across New York 
State* How can agriculture policy, research, and practices recognize 
and capitalize on this variability in order to realize the full 
potential of New York? In addition, how can sufficient diversity be 
promoted within regions in order tu provide greater regional economic 
stability? 

What policies and programs would contribute to greater technology 
transfer in areas of basic ahd applied research and management 
Innovation In order to develop new markets and product lines, and to 
achieve l6wer costs of production in today ^s competitive environment? 

What shpuld be the main focus of New Ybrk's agriculture? How do we 
rank related objectives. Including: production of food and fiber, 
economic development, maintenance' of adequate nutritional standards, 
provision of open space, air quality .improvement, and other benefits? 



V 



AGRICin.TURE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 



Moderator: 

Senator L* Paul Kehoe 



Facilitator: 

David Smith % 

Director of Intergovernmental 

Relations 
Office of the Lieutenant Governor 



Resource Person: 

r 

Richard McGulre 

New York Farm Bureau 

Box 100, RTE 9 

Glenmont, New York 12077 

Recorder : 

Betsy Blair 

Senior Program Analyst 
Commission on Rural Resources 



Participants 



J. Roger Barber 
Farmer, Emhar Farms 
Middle burgh, New York 



Lei and Bee be 

Director of Public Affairs 
New. York Farm Bureau 

Donald J* Bee vers 
Director, Natural Resource 
Policy 

Temporary State CommlsBla^ti on 
Tug Mill 

Kim T. Blot 

Director, Division of Rural. 
Affairs 

NYS Department of Agriculture 

(iordon Coiiklln 
Kd I tor 

American Agriculturist 

Mark Lance lie 
A H H o c i i 1 1 e P r o f e s s o r 
Di'partment of Rural Sociology 
NYS Colh'ge of Agriculture 
nuA \Afe Bckmces 

Dwayno L. LlplnMky 
I.Jpeclal Assistant; to the 

Cormtilssloner on Economic 

Development 
NYS Departrnpnt: of Agriculture 

ntu\ M.irk(»tH 



Jerry V. Llvadas 
Manager, Public Affairs 

Government, Relations 
Agway,' Inc. 

Edward A. MacNamara 
President, Northeast Dairy 
Cooperative Federation, Inc« 

Janet Sedlack 
Agricultural Analyst 
Senate Research Services 

Bernard Stanton 
Professor of Agricultural 

Economl cs 
NYS College of Agriculture 

and Life Sciences 

C^ary Swan 

Rural Affairs Advisor 
Office of Research & Program 

Development 
New York State Assembly 

Paul C. lliomassct 
Dairy Sales and Nutritional 
Speclall^ti Inter-County Farmers' 
Cooperative Association, Inc* 



15 



-10- 



APPENDIX 



If; 



ERIC 



STATE OF NFW YORK POPULATION CHAN6I 
1970 - 1980 
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AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF LAND IN AGRICULTtlRE 
, IN NEW YORK STATE 1950-1980 
BY COUNIY TYPES 



60* 



50 • 



40- 



30- 



20- 



10- 





1950 



1%0 



1980 



YKARS 
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fiotirro: libertWf Paul. TrendB In B^^ Social Ind^l^^^ Rural and Metroj)^ 

Count ies fn Now Yo rF St aju^ l9^j?rJA8Q> York State LegislTitive CommisBioir'oiir 
, Kqral K^npuccy.^f 1983. 23 



' Market Value 
in Hundred 
Thousand Dollars 



8 - 



7 - 



6 - 



5 • 



4 - 



3 • 



2 - 



Key} 



Type 1 Hotroj)ol Itan countled- l)o w n h t a r e i^M M^— 

Type; 2 He t. r oVo U t i^ri countlGK- Upst/un^B^B^^^B^H 

Typp .'i jiural tn.uniloH- extenaiv^ urb«n infl uencea^^^ 

Type 4 *4ur*iil count ie»- conaldorable urban Int lu<»nri»<» « 

Type i Rural tounjles- «odor«t« urban tnl luenceuMMBM 

Type 6 Rnrdl t^ounttflH- llmUccJ urban In f I uenc**"-^^^" 
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TOX^ MARKET VALUE Of AGRICULTURAL JRODUCTS SOLD (ADJUSTED' TO 1980 'DOLLARS) 
' By County Ty'pes, New York State, 1950-1980 





I - 




1960 



1970 



YliAHS 
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Sonrcf: Kborts, Paul. T^end8_ln Bflflic Socl nl In dlcatorB Cor RuniL«Il^illit?5£<lLll?.>l 
(Unmilvn lr» New York Stnfe I9^1v^'^^^^^ N«iw York State LeKialative Commlsflion on 
Kiitnl KcBourccH, 1983. '' -15- _ . 

24 Ml im mimi 



CHANGE IN DEBT-TO-ASSET RATIO IN THE FAliMING SECTOR 



Percent 
22 

20, 

18 

16 

U 



NEW. YORK STATE, 1972-1982 




1972 



1974 



1976 



1978 



1980 



1982 



NET FARM INCOME AS A PERCENT OF GROSS FARM INCOME IN NEW YORK STATE 

1962 - 1980 



Percent 



30 , 



25 



20 - 



15 - 



10 




74 76 78 80 



Source: New York Agricultural Statistics 1982, New York Crop Reporting 
ScrvIiU! and U.S. Dep^irtment of Agriculture Statistical Reporting 
Service* ./une, 1983. 
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Acrc0 In 

Hundred 
Thousands 



2ol 



15- 



Typa 1 MftCropollCan counclai- Down»f ta^ M— jPWMBi 

Typo 2 Hctropoltt«n countlts- Upsta tonsH^^HHMi^H^H 

Type 3 Kurtil countlat- «xt«niiv« urban inf lu«nce«^^^^"^ 

T)fp« A Kuml countlfi- c.on«ld«r«bTi> urj)«n In f lucr\c««i- 

Typa 5 Rural countl«ii>< m^odaratt uvban Influtncai 

Type 6 Rural coundaa-- li«ltr,d urban Influ^ncaM 



TOTAL ACRES HARVESTED IN AGRICULTURE 
• * IN NEW YORK STATE 1950-1980» BY COUNTY TYPES 



1' 



10- 



5- 




• ■ " ,1'-' 
■■-.it.., 



1950 



1960 



1970 



1980 



YEARS 



Source: EhmrtB^ Paul. T rcnda In Bafllc Social Indlcatora for Rural and,. Me tropolitan \ 
Counties In New York St ate 1950-1980 , New York State Leglalative CoiranisBlon on ^ 
CD?/-- .RuVarReVourcesT 1983.^ • " ^ *pr(r»Trr'T- 'V'^T pi f 



I'.HANdE IN AMOllNr OF KARMLAND IIARVESTKl) 
IN NKW YORK STATE COUNTIES 
1978 - 1982 




□ 



Increase 

Greater than 5,000 acres 
1,000 to 5,000 acret) 

Due r ease 

1,000 to .5,000 acres 
rireatiir than 5,000 acr-oB 

KHHentially No Change 
I 1 ,000 acruB 



ERIC 



Nnuufi: U.!;;. f)fpt;. nl: Coimm«rce, Bureau o£ the Censua, 1982 CenauH of Agriculture, Preliminary Report. 1983. 
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CHANGE IN HARVESTED CROPLAND IN NEW YORK STATE COUt^TIES, 1978 TO 1982 



Rural Count I OH 

Cattaraugus. 

Cayuga \ 

Chautauqua 

ChemunK 

Chenango 

Clinton 

Columbia 

Cortland 

Delaware 

Rssex 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Genenee 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Herkimer 

Jefferson 

I.lvl n}?,ston 

Mad t son 

Montgomery 

Ontario 

Orleans 

Oswego 

Otsego 

Putnam 

Rensselaer 

St* Lawrence 

Saratoga 

Schenectady 

Schoharie 

Schuyler 

Seneca 

Steuben 

Sullivan 

Tioga 

Tompkins 

Ulsto^r 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Wyoming 

Yates 

Metropolitan Counties 

Albany 

Bronx 

Broome 

Dutchess 

F.rle 

Kings 

Monroe 

Nassau 

New York 

Niagara 

Oneida 

Onondaga 

Orange 

Richmond 
Rockland 
Suffolk 
Wefltchestt^r 

SUMMARY: 
Rural Counties 
Metropolitan Counties 
Nr^w York State 



19R2 
(Acres) 



1978-Ad justed 
(Acres) (a) 



Change 
(Acres) 



Percent 
Cliange 



81, 


668 


83, 


063 


. -1395 


-1.7% 


94 


138 


98, 


533 


-4395 


-4.5% 


184, 


857 


175, 


823 


9034 


5.1% 


128, 


053 


132, 


320 


-4267 


-3.2% 


28, 


175 


28, 


101 


7A 


0.3% 


88, 


502 


92, 


781 


-4279 


-4.6% 


75, 


364 


73, 


090 


2274 


3.i;>: 


77, 


012 'K" 


78, 


487 


-1475 


-1.9% 


72, 


844 


70 


,470 


2374 


3.4% 


90, 


021 


93, 


398 


-3377 


-3.6% 


23, 


238 


26 


,102 


-2864 


-11.0% 


70, 


319 


66 


,756 


3563 


5.3% 


18, 


661 


21 


,065 


-2404 


-11.4% 


127, 


311 


125, 


438 


1873 


1.5% 
3.4% 


22, 


514 


21 


,777 


737 




NA 




NA 


NA 


NA 


88, 


522 


87 


,710 


812 


0.9% 


168 


,312 


183 


,018 


-14706 


-8.0% 


91 


,237 


87 


,091 


4146 


4.8% 


150, 


,296 


140 


,042 


10254 


7.3% 


117 


,381 


116 


,440 


941 


0,8% 


96 


,002 


90 


,971 


5031 


5.5% 


151 


,138 


143 


,049 


8089 


5.7% 


98 


,702 


98 


,031 


671 


0.7% 


57 


,947 


53 


,829 


4118 
-1029 


7.7% 


107 


,A80 


108 


,509 . 


-0.9% 


3 


,705 % 


2 


,347 


1358 


57.9% 


49 


,956 


46 


,881 


3075 


6.6% 


184 


,928 


182 


,519 


2409 


1.3% 


41 


,118 


40 


,788 


330 


0.8% 


10 


,056 


11 


,632 


-1576 


-13.5% 


68 


.628 


75 


,284 


-6656 


-8.8% 


35 


.144 


32 


.552 


2592 


8.0% 


9? 


407 


82 


,919 


9488 


11.4% 


183 


,235 


177 


,192 


6043 


3.4% 


26 


, 158 


26 


,509 


-351 


-1.3% 


56 


,601 


54 


,911 


1690 


3.1% 


60 


,940 


62 


,593 


-1653 


-2.6% 


41 


,436 


41 


0A4 


392 


1.0% 


1 


,804 


1 


,942 


-138 


-7.1% 


121 


,102 


112 


,071 


9031 


8,1% 


132 


,364 


119 


,591 


12773 


10.7% 


136 


,899 


129 


,084 


7815 


6.1% 


65 


,967 


53 


,906 


2061 


3.2% 



36,780 
NA 

48,068 
58,086 
111,563 
NA 

101,142 

(D) 
NA 

97,973 
138,966 
108, 163 
65,633 
NA 
23 

36,731 
3,062 



3,622,142 
806,190 
4,428 332 



35,375 
NA 

49,122 
57,753 
117,529 
NA 
87,914 
566 
NA 

99,400 
130,365 
;06,287 
61 ,641 
NA 



62( 
39,116 
3,161 



3,559,659 
788,857 
4,348,516 



1405 
NA 
-1054 
333 
-5966 
NA 
13228 
NA 
NA 
-1427 
8601 
1876 
3992 
NA 
NA 
NA 
-2385 
-99 



6 24 83 
18504 
80987 



fi) 1978 Hfita w«re retabnl«ted tor 1982 rompurnbl Ut.y. 
D) Wiflihflcl tn nvold dlfltiloftJng dntix tor ImllvJdoHl Ln-mH, 



4.0% 
NA 
-2.1% 
0.6% 
-5.1% 

NA 
15.0% 
NA 
NA 
-1.4% 
6.6% 
1.8% 
6.5% 
NA 
NA 
NA 
-6.1% 
-3.1% 



1.8% 
2.3% 
1.9% 
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)9H2 riensus of Agriculture Preliminary Report, New York* 
December; 1983* 
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ot ilommerr^^^ Bureau of ihv. Census. 



MKW YO«'S RANKING IN SELECTED AGRICULTURAI. PRODUCTS. 1982 



Pl«ild Cropa: 

Corn for silage 
Corn for grain 
Oats 

Winter wheat 
Potatoes 
Dry Beans 
Alfalfa hay 
Other hay 
All hay 



Fruits and Vegetables: 

Apples 

Clierrles, sweet 
Cnerrles, tart 

Peahhes 
Peays 
Grapes 

Strawberries 
Carrots 
Cauliflower 
Celery 
Iiettuce V 
Onions 

Sweet corn . 
Tomatoes 

Green peas, processing 
Snap beans, processing 
Sweet corn, processing 



NKW YORK RANK. 



3 
19 
10 
32 
10 

9 
13 

4 
11 



2 
5 
2 
15 
4 
3 
6 
9 
3 
4 
6 
4 
2 
7 
5 
3 
7 



Llviestock and Livestock Products: 

Ml Ik production 
Veal calves 
Cattl^ and calves 
Hogs and pigs 
Sheep and lambs 
Poultry 
Ducks 

Kgg [iroductlon 
Other: 



3 
I 

33 
31 
29 
17 
3 
13 



LEADING STATE 



Wisconsin 
Iowa 

South Dakota 

Kansas 

Idaho 

Michigan 

Wisconsin 

Texas 

Wisconsin 



Washington 

Washington 

Michigan 

California 

California 

California 

California 

California 

California 

California 

Call f ornla 

California 

Florida 

Florida 

Wisconslrt 

Wisconsin 

Michigan 



Wisconsin 
, New York 
Texas 
Iowa 
Texas 
Arkansas 
North Carolina 
California' 



LEADING COUNTY 



St, Lawrence 

Cayuga 

Cayuga 

Ontario 

Suffolk 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 



Wayne 

Niagara 

Wayne 

Niagara 

Niagara 

Chautauqua 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Orange 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 



Jefferson 
NA 

St • Lawrence 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 



Maple syrup 



Vermont 



NA 



Sources: New York Agricultural Statistics 19H2, New York Crop Reporting Service 
and U»S. Department of Agriculture Statistical Reporting Service, June, 1983; 
several statisticians at both New ' ork State Department of Agriculture and 
M/irkets and U.fl^D.A, Statistical Reporting Service. 
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^ Percent of Annual Per Capita Consumption 



Food Croup 


1962 


1967 


1972 


1977 


1982 


Meat 


10. 7X 


11.5% 


11,9% 


11.9% 


10.9% 


Poultry 


2,7% 


3.3% 


3,7% 


3.9% 


4.7% 


Plflh 


1.0% 


1.0% 


1,2% 


1.2% 


1.2% 


Kggs 


3.0% 


3.0% 


2.8% 


2.4% 


2.4% 


Dairy products, Including 
butter 


26.0% 


24,9% 


24.0% 


22,8% 


21.9% 


Fats and oils, excluding- 
butter 


3.0% 


3,A% 


3,7% 


3.7% 


' 4.0% 


Fruits 5 fresh and proceiised 


9,5% 


9.6% 


9,3% 


9.7% 


9.6% 


Me Ions 


1.8% 


1.8% 


1.7% 


1.7% 


1.8% 


Vegetables 


IA.3% 


1A,A% 


,\ 14.5% 


14.9% 


15.0% 


Potatoes and sweet potatoes 


6,8% 


6,0% 


5.9% 


5.9% 


5.8% 


Beans, peas, nuts, and 

soya products 
*' 


1.2% 


1,2% 


1.1% 


1.2% 


1.3% 


Flour \d cereal products 


10,6% 


10,5% 


10.1% 


10.6% 


10.9% 


Sugars and other sweeteners 


8,1% 


8.3% 


9.0% 


9.4% 


9.7% 


Coffee, tea, and cocoa 


1.1% 


1,1% 


1.1% 


0.7% 


0.8% 


Total 


100,0% 


100,0% 


100.3% 


100.0% 


100.0% 



Source: Food Consumption, Prices, and Expenditures, 1962-82. USDA Economic 
HeHearch Service, 1983, 



FOOD F.XPF.NDITURES AS PERCENT OF DISPOSABLE INCOME. 1975-1982 



Totaf 

Food, Food Except Alcoholic Beverages 

Except - - - ~ ~ . ^^^^ 

Alcoholic At From » 

Beverages Home Home 



ly/'j Z'd.H 16.9 12.7. 4.2 

1976 • 22.6 16.8 12, b 4.3 

1977 22.2 16.5 12.2 4.3 

1978 21.8 16.3 12.0 4.3 

1979 21.9 16.5 12.1 4.4 

1980 21.8 16.4 12.1 4.3 

1981 21.5 16.2 12.0 4.2 

1982 21.2 16.1 11.7 4.4 



Source: National Food Keview, Spring 1983. 



ToTaV 
Food, 
Beverages 
and Other 
Year .Ji'''55:^rJJ?A.. 
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CHANGES IN PROPORTION OF FARM TYPES IN NEW YORK, 1974 TO 1978 



Classification of Farms 
By Principal Product (a) 



Cash Grains 

Field Crops 

Vegetables and Melons 

Fruits and Tree Nuts 

Horticultural Specialties 

General Farms, Primarily 
Crops 

Livestock Except Poultry, 
Dairy, and Animal 
Specialties 

Dairy 

Poultry and Eggs 

Animal Specialties 

General Farms, Primarily 
Livestock 

Farms Not Classified 
Totals: 



Number of Farraa 
(Percent of Total) 



Acres In Farms 
(Percent of Total) 



1974 



1978 



9. IX 
7.23; 
3.8X 
7.2X 
A. 4% 

1.8% 

9.0% 
53.6% 
1.8% 
1.2% 

0.3% 
0.6% 



6.1% 
16.5% 
4.1% 
6.6% 
3.5% 

4.3% 

21.4% 
31.4% 
1.8% 
2.9% 

1.4% 
'0.0% 



1974 



8.6% 
6.7% 
2.7% 

3.5% 
0.6% 

2.0% 

6.8% 
66.6% 
0.7% 
0.6% 

0.3% 
0.9% 



1978 



7.1% 
12.9% 
2.8% 
3.4% 
0.6% 

3.2% 

13.5% 
53.4% 
0.7% 
1.0% 

1.3% 
0.0% 



100.0% 100.0% 



100.0% 100.0% 



(a) Standard Industrial Classification 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Agriculture, New York, 1974 and 1978. 
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CHANGES IN PROPORTION OF 


FARM SALES 


IN NEW YORK, 


1978 


TO 1982 


(a) 


Agricultural Product: 


1978 
($1000) 


1978 
Percent' 




1982 
($1000) 


1982 
Percent 

1 


Grains 


94,577 


5.1% 




157,864. 


6.5% 


Hay, silage, and field 

a ooH (1 

a c c !.» o. 








, J H J 




Vegetables, sweet corn. 








IH^ , D J J 


^ Qy 


Fruits, nut8, and berries 


136,202 


7.3% 




146,957 


6.1% 


Nurf^ery and greenhouse 
products 


92,582 


5.0% 




108,016 


4.5% 


Other c.rops 


42,553 


2.3% 




49,186 


2.0% 


products 


102,974 


5.5% 




116,657 


4.8% 


Dairy products 


1,001,514 


53.8% 


1 


,387,441 


57.2% 


Cattle and calves' 


178,047 


9.6% 




196,201 


8.1% 


Sheep, lambs, and wool 


2,033 


0.1% 




2,732 


0.1% 


Hogs and pigs 


13,846 


0.7% 




16,965 


0.7% 


Other livestock and 
Itves^tock products 


27, 52 1- 


1.5% 




49,004 


f 

2.0% 


TOTALS: 


1 ,861 ,265 


100.0% 


2,426,201 


100.0% 



(a) The 1978 Census of Agriculture data have been retabulated to conform with 
1982 Census data, which are slightly less complete. No estimates were 
made of numbers and characteristics of farms missing from the 1982 Census 
/mall list, although these estimates were made in 19/8. Only the 1978 mall 
list enumeration is. Included here to make the 1978 and 198;2 data comparable. 

\\ 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the CensuLi. li^82 ' Census of 

Agriculture, Preliminary Report, New York. December, 1983., 

.11 
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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT 



IN NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1978 
Percent of Total County. Employment 



Eirrci turn: 



Monroe County phoulc not 
be- shaded black 
should bo sho^^n 




20 - 25% 

26% or higher 
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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRY BfPLOtMENT IN NEW YORK STATE, 1978 



EMPLOYMENT SECTOR (a) RURAL METROPOLITAN; NEW YORK STATE 

i COUNTIES COUNTIES 



Production and Agriculture 
Services: 

' Farm Employment 121,802 40,579 162,381 

Agricultural Services, 
Forestry, & Fisheries 1,569 8,609 0,178 

Manufacturing: 

Food & Kindred Products ' 19,716 . 55,305 75,021 

Lumber & Wood Products 6,312 8,4^9 14,721 

Paper & Allied Products , 15,100 30,S66 45,666 

Agricultural qhemlcals 105 ^6 391 



Leather & Leather 



Products 6,347 20^921 27,268 

/ 

Wholesale Trade: / < 

Farm & Garden Machinery , 

and Equipment • 1,586 2,133 3,719 

Grocery & Related Products' 4,778 44,446 49,224 

Farm-product Raw Materials 153 2,548 2,701 

Farm Supplies ' 2,365 / 2,649 5,014 



Retail: 

Food Stores 26,676 140,158 166,834 

Florists 216 I 4,214 4,430 



ERIC 



TOTALS: (b) 206,725 / 360,823 567,548 

PERCENT OF TOTAL: . 36.4% ' 63. 6% 100.0% 



a) Farm employment was taken from U.S. Department of Commerce 1978 Census 

of Agriculture, Voluae I, New York, and ihcludes farm operators and all full- 
and part-time hired farm workers. All other employment categories are based 
on Standard Industrial Classifications reported in U.S. Department of Commerce 
County Business Patterns 1978, New York. In many instances, data were withheld 
to avoid disclosure of operations of individual employers, but were available 
by distribution of employment-size cl^ss. In these cases the lowest value in 
the size class range was used. Consequently, all nonfarm employment numbers 
represent minimum estimates. 

b) The totals for agriculture industry and related employment in New York State 
do not Include agriculture-related transportation, finance, insurance, 

real estate, education, extension, and public administration employment. 
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EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRIES IN NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1978 



Rural Counties 

Allegany 

Cattaraugus 

Cayuga 

ChautHnqua 

Chcmund 

Chenango 

Clinton 

Columbia 

Cortland 

Delaware 

Essex 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Cenesee 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Herkimer 

Jef f f!rson 

Lewis 

Llvl ngston 

Madison 

Montgomery 

Ontario 

Orleans 

Oswego 

Otsego 

Putnam 

Rensselaer 

St. Lawrence 

Saratoga 

SkChenectady 

,Schoharle 

. Schuyler 

Seneca 
' Steuben 

Sullivan 

Tioga 

Tompk I ns 
Ulatec- 

Wrirren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Wyoming 

Yates 

Metropolitan 
Counties 

Al bany 

Bronx 

Broome 

Dtitchess 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

Nassau 

New York 

Niagara 

Oneida 

Onondaga 

Orange 

fjiioens 

Richmond 

Rockland 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

SUMMARY: 
Rural Counties 
{letropol I tan 

Counties 
New York State 



Agricultural 
Production 
ft Services 



2,030 
3,931 
3,656 
9,81'' 

m 

2,5i; 
3 68< 
3 06; 
1,819 
3,331 

913 
2,18.') 

503 
5,076 

748 

(' 2 
2,328 
3,376 
2,099 
3,071 

3 164 
1 ,718 

4 157 
6 497 
2,609 
3 265 

244 
1,288 
4,970 
1,835 

568 
1,809 
1,214 
1,374 
5^314 
1,594 
1,967 
2,096 
3,225 

174 
2,849 
8,549 
3,375 
4,366 



1,705 
131 
2,017 
2,556 
6,074 
204 
4,940 
2 670 
506 
5,908 
4,200 
2,739 
5,591 
342 
•07 
441 
7,159 
1,898 



Agr1ci.ll lure- 
Related 
Manufacturing 



388 
1,549 
688 
3,217 
1,418 
920 
1,567 
267 
457 
824 
879 
863 
3,661 
778 
52 
■ 100 
1,364 
1,974 
1,470 
343 
495 
2,9»9 
857 
: 500 
4,418 
646 
0 

783 
1,932 
2,537 
673 
329; 
100^ 
• 109 
1,459 
281 
390 
54 
375 
r,393 
1,426 
2,583 
282 
250 



3,625 
4,868 
2,839 
1,071 

10,624 

21,704 
5,539 
5 514 

16,246 
3,138 
2,502 
4 426 
2,631 

18,262 
606 
934 
6,685 
4,273 



Agrl culture- 
Related 
Wholesaling 



113 
341 
346 
835 
345 
269 
168 
263 
172 
175 

0 
53 

0 

580 
0 
0 
88 
456 
93 
193 
254 
338 
243 
106 
135 
350 
. 84 
284 
178 
168 
333 
0 
0 
0 

279 
220 

68 

46 
578 

95 
^63. 
311 
167 

92 



Agriculture- 
Related 
Retailing 



425 
820 
720 
1,412 
1,019 

ai8 

564 
532 
486 
334 
284 
305 
422 
531 
412 
0 

471 
856 
142 
475 
567 
413 
786 
356 

1,060 
466 
581 

1,406 
940 

1,247 

1,667 
171 
76 
250 
945 
473 
390 
"812 

1,528 
654 
346 
715 
365 
150 



Total 
Agriculture- 
Related 
Employment 

2,956 
6,641 
5,410 
15,278 
3,780 
4 024 
5,985 
4 129 
2,934 
4,664 
2,076 

3 406 

4 586 

6 965 
.1,212 

102 
4,251 
6,662 

3 804 
4,082 

4 480 
5,398 
6,043 

7 459 

8 222 

4 727 
909 

3,761 
8 020 

5 787' 

3 241 
2 309 
l/,390 
1 733 
7,997 
2^568 
2,815 
3,008 
5,706 
2,316 
4,684 

12,158 
4,189 

4 858 



123,371 
49,188 

172,559 



ERIC 



47,580 
115,487 

163,067 



-26- 



1,610 


3,478 


10,418 


5,252 


8,970 


19,221 


610 


2,246 


7,712 


383 


2 270 


6,280 


3,890 ' 


13,966 


34 .554 


5,721 


15,425 


43 054 


1,400 


7,501 


19,380 


4 771 , 


16 805 


29,760 


12 645 


16,415 


45,812 


299 


2,497 


11,842 


947 


2 640 


10,289 


2,763 


5 980 


15,908 


835 


2,887 


11 944 


4,353 


15,464 


38,421 


111 


2,772 


3,596 


251 


2 948 


4 574 


2,938 


12,515 


29,297 


2,997 • 


9,593 


18,761 


8,882 


26,892 


206,725 


51,776 


144|372 


360;823 


60,658 


171,264 


567,548 


Census, 1978 


Census of 
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AGRICULTURE-RELATED EMPLOYMENT qOMPARED TO TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN NEW YORK COUNTIES, 1978 



Rural Count le,s 
Allegany 

Cattaraugus. - 

Cayuga 

Chautauqua 

Chemung 

Chenango 

Clinton 

Columbia 

Cortland 

Delaware 

Essex 

Franklin 

Fulton 

Genesee 

Greene 

Hamilton 

Herkimer 

Jefferson 

Lewis 

Livingston 
Madison 
Montgomery 
Ontario 
Orleans 
Oswego 
Otsego 
Putnam 
Rensselaer 
St. Lawrence 
Saratoga 
Schenectady 
Schoharie 
Schuyler 
, Seneca 
Steuben 
Sullivan 
Ttoga 
Tompkins 
Ulster 
Warren 
Washington 
Wayne 
Wyoml ng 
Yates 

Metropolitan Counties 

Albany 

Bronx 

Broome 

Dutchess 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

Nassau 

New York 

Niagara 

Oneida 

Onondaga 

Orange 

(Hicens 

Richmond 

Rockland 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

SUMMARY : 

Rural Count led 
•Metropolitan Counties 
New York State 



Total 
Agriculture- 
Related 
Employment 



10 
19 
7 
6 

34 
43 
19 
29 
45 
11 
10 
15 
11 
38 
3 
4 

29 
18 



»418 
,221 

712 
,280 
,554 
,054 
,380 
,760 
,812 
,842 
,289 
,908 
,944 
,421 
,596 

574 
,297 
,761 



206,725 
360,823 
567,548 



Total 
County 
Employment 



121 
48fJ 
92 
93 
412 
885 
301 
578 
528 
91 
96 
194 
92 
755 
131 
103 
538 
398 



,171 
,730 

563 
,628 
,316 
,813 
,389 

247 
,320 
,488 
,450 
,061 

407 
,533 

604 

717 
,636 
,157 



1,188,567 
5,896,230 
7 084 797 



Agriculture- 
Related 
Employment : 
X of County 



2,956 


18,148 


16% 




32,320 


* 21% 


5,410 


29,093 


19% 


15,278 


59,723 


26% 


3,780 


35,540 


11% 


4,024 


20,091 


20% 


5,985 


26,770 


22% 


4 ,129 


20,875 


20% 


2.934 


19,381 


15% 


4,664 


17,938 


26% 


2,076 


13,277 


16% 


3 ,406 


15,459 


22% 


4,586 


23 , 3 1 5 


. 20% 


6 ,965 


22,741 


31% 


1,212 


15,046 


8% 


102 


2, 127 


5% 


4,251 


24, 159 


18% 


6 ,662 


33,452 


20% 


3,804 


9,401 


40% 


4 .082 


23 895 


17% 


4,480 


27,049 


17% 


5 398 


23 139 


23% 


6.043 


37 167 


16% 


7 459 


16 472 


45% 


8 272 




187 


4 7?7 


2*^' 023 


21% 


909 


27 935 


3% 


3 761 


63 855 


6% 


8 020 


37 790 


21X 


5 .787 


62.793 


9% 


3.241 


65* 426 


5X 


2,309 


10,082 


23% 


1,390 


6,633 


21% 


1,733 


13,618 


13% 


7,997 


38,634 


21% 


2,568 


22,289 


12% 


2,815 


21,109 


13% 


3,008 - 


3U445 - 


- 10% 


5,706 


53,923 


11% 


2,316 


19 177 


12% 


4,68A 


20,356 


23% 


12,158 


34 948 


35% 


4,189 


16,102 


26% 


4,858 ' 


7,727 


63% 



9% 
4% 
8% 
7% 
8% 
5% 
6% 
5% 
9% 
13% 
11% 
8% 
13% 
5% 
3% 
4% 
5% 
5% 



17% 

6% 
8% 



ERIC 



S0URCKM5 New York State Department pf Labor, nivlsion of Research and Statistics} 
1978 Cermim of Agriculture, New York; County BuslnesB Patterns 1978, New York. 
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TRIiMDS IN NEW YORK STATE FOOD MANUFACTURING SECTOR 

1972 TO 1981 




1972 1975 1978 . 1981 



Source: County Busine ss Patterns. New York. U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of the Census. 1972 to 1981. 



VALUE ADDED IN THE MANUFACTURE OF FOOD PRODUCTS 
COMPARED TO OTHER MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES: 
' • ^"''"NEW YORK AND THE UNITED STATES, "1977" 

Value Added * 

per Employee 




New York United Statei^j 



Hourctts M.S. Luw. N^*^ s^a^^ Cornell Univertjity 

Ak r .( u 1 1 u r fx I Ke o n om 1 c ^ Te b c a t[i^^ ylJiTl 1 e tin 81-3, 1981, 
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ADVANCmENT OP A POTENT AGRICULTURK 
INDUSTRY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT NETWORK 
(ILLUSTRATIVE FACILITIES IN NEW YORK STATE) 

1984 




I 




Agrloultxire Inckistiy Related Reoeoich 
and Developoent Faculties a) 

1, fp:^ Ajj^kciilturaJ Experiment Station ^ 
ykpe^nrd Laboratory 

2, Alfred Agricultural aivl Technical, Colk^» 

3, NYS Agriciattiral E>qx>rlnient Station 
A. Cornell Ifniversity 

5r Boyce Thompson Institute for Plant Researcli 

6. Agricultural Ejcperln^t Statlai 

7. Agway Farm Researdi Center 

8. MDrri8vllle Agricultural and Technical 
College 

9. SUNY GoUeee of Hhvi.roiTO>ntal Science arri 
Forestry 

10. U.S.D.A. Agricultural Stabilization artl 

Conservation Service* 
M. U»S,D,A. Soil Conservation Service* 

12. Canton Agrladtural and Itedmical College 

13. Miner Center 
lA. Paul Smith's College 



(wA^roHj Department of Bnvironnental Conservation 



16. NYS Efepartment of Agriculture and Markets 

17. NYS Department of Itealth 
I 18. Cobleeklll Agricultural and Technical 
i College 

f "^'^\ 19. Delhi Agricultural, and Teclinical CbUege 



■ 20. Institute of Ffcceystera StudleH 

.•Hi«AM^ 21. NYS Agricultural Bq-erlirent Station Hudson 
/ Valley liib 



7 . VltHIWCIAOtA 



< «:»o..A« \ 15,16, W-/ 22. Brooklyn Botanical Research Center, 



II) 




23. New York ^uarlim 

24. Farml-ngdale yV;^icultural and Tedmlcal 
College 

25. SUNY at Stony Brook Marine Sciences 
Research Center 

26. Ix»ng Island Ifortlaatural Resc^irch Lib 

a) Includes forestry and aquaculture 
* County offices iK)t sliown 
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